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MAJOR ISSUES 


MUTUAL WITHDRAWALS: 


CGETEKTS 


C&Ptf Cfiv<tJ 
1 <?L. 



;z i 2 & 


1 . 


.interpretation of the Manila Communique 
(a) Issue 


DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12958, Sec. 3.6 
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Is the subsidence of the level of violence in SVU a prerequisite 
for US-FWMAF force withdrawals? 


US Options 

a. Subsidence of violence in SVN is a precondition to our 
withdrawals. 

b. Subsidence of violence in SVN is not a precondition to 
cur withdrawals. 

Recommendation : Option _b 
(b) Issue 

How should US-allied withdrawals be phased? 

US Options 

a. Begin phase out of US troops only after MN has fulfilled 
Manila Communique conditions. 

b. Begin phase out of US troops after certain UVU,withdrawals 

ji^-aimr-for-sioc^ont-hr-target} &vv<l oowv^Vc-tc c.c'a d \'x.\ cA<: par!/Mt 

c. Begin phase out of US troops as EVST begin its withdrawals 
and aim for six month target. 

d. Begin phase out of US troops as UVU begins its withdrawals 
and complete our withdrawals in tandem with those of UVU. 

Recommendations : ISA - Option c 

Joint Staff - Option b - ■ 


(c) Issue 

What US forces should be left behind after completion of mutual 
withdrawals? 

• US Options 

a. None. 

b. A small MAAC-. 

c. A large MAAC-. 

d. A small or large MAAS plus logistic support. 

e. A small or large MAAG, logistic support plus combat and 

combat support elements needed to make up GVU shortfalls. 

Recommendations : ISA - Option b 

Joint Staff - Cation e 

FU.ED BY LBJ U3«^' 

^SuCflfET R'ODIif - ■ — 


COPY LBd IT BPARY' 




2 . 


Relationship of Mutual Withdrawals to a Political Settlement 
Issue 

Should mutual withdrawals be linked to an overall political 
settlement? 

US Options 

a. Political settlement must be reached before mutual withdrawals 

commence. 

b. Mutual withdrawalsproceed independently of a 
political settlement. 

c. Mutual withdrawals proceed as the outlines of a political 
settlement become clear. 

Recommendations : ISA - Option b 

~ ~ Joint Staff - Option c 

3. Relationship: of Withdrawals to Laos and Cambodia 

Issue 

Should the US insist upon the withdrawal of NVN forces from Laos 
and Cambodia as well as from SVN?* 

US Options 

a. Do not link withdrawal of NVN forces from SYR" to withdrawals 

from Laos or Cambodia. j 

b. Insist that North Vietnamese forces in Laos do not increase 
over present numbers. 

c. Insist that North Vietnamese forces in Laos be reduced to 
pre-l $64 levels. 

d. Insist upon the withdrawal of all NVA forces from Laos and 
Cambodia and strict compliance with the C-eneva Agreements of 1962. 

Recommendation : Option a 

4 . Composition of Other Side 1 s Withdrawals 

Issue 

What personnel do we insist that the other side withdraw in return 
for a US/FWMAF withdrawal? 

US Options 

a. NVN regular forces. 

b. NVN regular forces plus fillers. 

c. NVN regular forces, fillers plus regroupees. 

d. NVN regular forces, fillers, regroupees plus all remaining 
insurgents in the South except Chieu Hoi volunteers. 


Recommendation: Cation c 
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5- Inspection and Supervision of Withdrawals 

Issue 

To what extent do we link progress on withdrawals to inspection 
and supervision procedures? 

US Options 

a. Insist that effective enforcement procedures be worked out 
before withdrawals begin. 

o. Press hard for effective enforcement procedures but be pre¬ 
pared to commence withdrawals with agreement in principle on the need for 
these procedures. • - 

c. Don't press for enforcement procedures. 


Recommendation: Option b 


6. Response to Unilateral 3SVN Withdrawals 


■issue 

How should we respond if Worth Vietnam, without discussing mutual 
withdrawal issues, makes additional unilateral withdrawals of its forces 
from the South? 

US Options 

a. Treat as de facto response to our position and reciprocate 
with appropriate US withdrawals. 

b. Ascribe no political significance to WVW pullbacks, and, before 
initiating US withdrawals, insist upon clear statement by Hanoi about its 
intentions and mutually agreed withdrawal procedures. 

c. Acknowledge withdrawals and their potential significance, but 
refuse explicit reciprocity until Hanoi agrees to principle of mutual action; 
be prepared to make unilateral withdrawals of US forces based upon the 
existing military situation in SVW. ■ 

Recommendation : Option c 
7- US-GVW Positions on Mutual Withdrawals 


Issue • 


What do we do in Paris in absence of agreement with the C-VW on 
the major mutual withdrawal issues? 
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US Options 


a. Delay discussion of the subject until we reach ccr~.cn 

positions. 

b. Let the C-V3T lead with its positions in public forur.. 

c. rake every reasonable effort to reach joint positions 
with the C-VI'Ij but be prepared to rove forward while keeping the C-VU 
inferred. 

d. Move forward with secret US/DRV bilaterals without 
informing Saigon.' 


Reconmendation: Cot ion c 







MAJOR ISSUES 


MUTUAL VIT:SRAW.ALS: 



Following is a brief statement of the major issues, U.S. options 

and recommended nositions relating to withdrawal of foreign forces -'rcm 

1 / 

Vietnam. 

1. Interpretation of uhe Manila Communique 

There are three main issues with regard to our Manila commitments: 

(a) when do we withdraw, (b) how do we phase our withdrawals, and (c) what 
do we leave behind. 

(a) Issue 

Is the subsidence of the level of violence in SVN a prerequisite 
for US-FNMA? force withdrawals? 

US Options 

a. Subsidence of violence in SVN is a precondition to our 
withdrawals . This is the GVN interpretation of the Manila Communique, i.e., 
that we would not be committed to pull out until all violence has subsided, 
whether or not directly supported by external forces. Thus, in addition to 
the withdrawal of NVN military and subversive personnel and the cessation 
of infiltration, the level of violence must subside before we begin negotiated 
withdrawal of US forces. This would commit allied troops to stay in SVN 
so long as Saigon needs assistance to handle domestic security threats 
remaining after Northern withdrawal. This is a very strained interpretation 
of the Manila Communique, would almost certainly be unacceptable to Hanoi, 
and would commit us to stay involved in an internal struggle. 

DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12953, See, 3,6 

NLJ v 

B y »>£ , NARA Dat e a -^- 97 

1/ Except for the treatment of de facto NVN withdrawals in issue- No. 6 
~ references in this paper to mutual withdrawals assume they have been 
or will be negotiated with the other side. 
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'o. Subsidence of violence is not a precondition to withdrawals . s 

This option would interpret the Manila Communique as statins that as | 

S 

. . _ & 

nortnern presence is removed, the level 01 violence wcu-ld by definition ; s 

"thus’’, subside. Therefore, in terms of the Communique, NVW withdrawals \ 

and cessation of infiltration would be the only preconditions for our 

withdrawals. This reflects our basic rationale for being in South } 

Vietnam: U.S. troop presence is strictly for the defense of 3 VK against 

external forces and is keyed to the intrusion of the Worth Vietnamese ; ; 

presence. There is ample documentation that this has been our consistent 

interpretation of the Manila Communique. A backgrounder by William Bundy 

at Manila October 25 , 1966 and a Harriman-Tho meeting on September 15 , 

i960 are two instances where we have been unequivocal in linking the level 

of violence to external forces in relation to negotiated force withdrawals. 

The level of violence in SVK is, in part, a.function of KVA presence, 

including KVA fillers and regroupees in the VC units and cadre. Therefore, 

removal of the KVA should lower the VC capability for violence. Thus, 

jj 

while we recognize that reduction in the level of VC violence is not ; 

£ 

an operative factor in the Communique, failure to realize a reduction ; 

of VC violence after withdrawal is well underway would be a strong indica- j. 

tion that the KVK were not completely withdrawing their fillers and regroupees 

and thus were not fully adhering to the conditions of the Communique. \ 

•_ . Recommendation : Option b | 

Issue < 

How should US-allied withdrawals be phased? 

US Options : 

a. Begin phase out of US troops only after NVK has fulfilled 
Manila Communique conditions . This would be the loosest reading of the ; 

--5f6B£S- . 
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Manila Communique and offer us the greatest military advantages. It would 
probably be the most acceptable to Saigon. However, it would be rejected 
by Hanoi which would almost certainly not withdraw all its forces from 
the south in advance of any reciprocal action by us. Maintenance of this 
position might stall negotiations not only on military questions but on. 
political issues as well. Karriman stated unequivocally to Tho on 
September 15 that the beginning of withdrawals would be simultaneous. 

a. Begin phase out of US troops after certain KVU withdrawals 

l and aim for six month target . \ Our presence in strength in SVU is the direct 
consequence of HVH aggression against SVH. Accordingly, U.S. withdrawals 
would not begin until after KVA withdrawals have begun. A certain specified 
percentage of KVH combat forces or certain specified units would be designated 
as required to be withdrawn prior to the initiation of US withdrawals. Our 


withdrawals would be continually keyed to the residual security situation 
in SW, which would be heavily dependent upon actions by the other side. 
Saigon would probably be unhappy with this approach, strongly preferring 
option a. The delay in initiation of our withdrawals might prompt UVK 
skepticism about our intentions. 

c. • Begin phase out of US troops as KVKf begins its withdrawals 
and aim for six month target . This would be a strict reading of the Manila 
Communique. We would be prepared to phase our pullouts with those of HVH 
from tho outset. As in b above, our proceeding with withdrawals woul.fi bo 
continually keyed to actions by the other side. Hanoi might well accept 
this course, while Saigon would probably oppose. 
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Be gin phase cut of US tr o ops as UVH begins its withdrawals 

---—■ —-n ^o anaea wi un uhose of SO . This would waive 

the ambiguous six month period mentioned in the Manila Communique and corr.it 

an^ ---isa wiuncrawa^s at the same tine as Uorth Vietnam. Hanoi 

!.i.l prooably press for this position, at least at the outset. Saigor. • 

.Ouie strongly coo set. -lo atter.pt to corplete our withdrawals at the sate 

tire as those of HVK would cause yery great logistic problem if Wli pullouts 

proceeded expeditiously. Conversely, Hanoi would have a Justification for 

—re^in* ouo ms withdrawals to natch our pace in the face of our logistic 
problems. 

Recommendation : ISA - Option c 

Joinu Staff - Option b 

(c) Issue 

What 08 forces should be left behind after completion of mutual 
withdrawals? 

US Options 


a. Hone. ibis would b5 a strict literal, reading of the Manila 
Communique and would waive our right under the 1 S5 4 Geneva Accords to 
have military assistance personnel in Vietnam. Hanoi might at least open 
negotiations with this position. We would not retain the capability to ’ 
handle any continuing military assistance programs in South Vietnam, or 
per.a-ps even .ho orderly evacuation of US equipment. Furthermore, some 

(especially communications) might be lost because of CVS 
inability uo maintain or operate them. 





d- A sr.all MAAG . This would be scaled way down from current 
MAAG levels to e.g. 1500 men, but would be sufficient only to handle 
large on-going military assistance programs designed to'assist the RVMA? 
against internal threats. This would appear consistent with the 155 U Geneva 
Accords. Hanoi might accept this minimal US presence. GVH combat forces 
would effectively be on their own in the post-withdrawal situation. Saigon 
w-ill probably push for a larger residual presence keyed to its interpretation 
of the Manila Communique. 

c. A. large MAAC- . In addition to handling MAP, we would continue 
to perform advisory and CORDS-type missions. This would require much greater 
numbers of men than a small MAAC-. We would be stretching the Manila Communique 
Hanoi would most likely object. Saigon might be satisfied with this degree 
of US support. 

a. A. small or large MAAC- plus logistic support . This would 
envisage a larger and close US supporting role after mutual withdrawals. 

In addition to the functions of the large MAAG we would make up any GvU 
logistic shortcomings. We would wish to stay out of direct combat, but 
cur still extensive troop presence and our close supporting role would 
run risks of involvement in hostilities. Such a presence would strain 
reasonable interpretations of the Manila Communique. Hanoi would almost 
certainly object. Saigon would probably be satisfied with this degree 
of US support. 

e. A. MAAG, logistic support plus combat and combat support 
elements needed to make up C-VU shortfalls. We would maintain in SAT 1 ',' 


n addition to a MAAG, tha 


force of US combat and-combat suooort 








o 


units required to provide a balanced RVWA? capability to cope with the 
pest-withdrawal threat. The size of this residual US force will be 
determined by the extent to which the RVHAP improvement" and modernization 
program has progressed. If the ether side fulfilled the prerequisite 
conditions and we maintained combat and combat support elements in SVW,- 
we would not be consistent with the interpretation of the Manila Communique 
which we have communicated to the DRV and which the DRV would advocate. 

However, if the RVWA? program has been completed, only a MAAC- would be required. 
Saigon would welcome this continuing US commitment. It would probably be 
unacceptable to Hanoi. We might continue to be involved in hostilities 
and thereby risk re-escalation of the war. 

Recommendations : ISA - Option b 

Joinu Staff - Option e 

2. Relationship of Mutual Withdrawals to Political Settlement 

Issue . I 

» 

Should mutual withdrawals be linked to an overall political settle¬ 
ment? 

US Options 

. a. • Political settlement must be reached before mutual withdrawals 
commence . This is the GVW position. It might enable us to use our troop 
presence as a bargaining counter for political concessions by the other 
side. It would allow us to see the total Vietnam negotiating package 
and provide somewhat greater assurance about the eventual fate of the 
country. On the other hand, Saigon would thus be given ample opportunities 
for delay and little incentive to make concessions, being assured of continued 
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US presence. Such a negotiating strategy would also involve the US 
directly in SVW domestic-political affairs. We would, at best, face 
lengthy negotiations before effecting significant force'reductions by 


eitner sice. 


b. Mutual withdrawal negotiations proceed independently of • 

a political settlement . This would acknowledge that the Manila Communique 
conditions are self-triggering ar.d its commitments are not linked to progress 
on a political solution.’. This would greatly simplify the negotiations. 

We would probably deal directly with the DRV alone on this issue, keeping 
the C-VW informed as appropriate. We would thus be maintaining a dual 
negotiating track on military and political issues. We would use the 
subject of mutual withdrawals to help stimulate a political settlement 
rather than permitting extensive political negotiations to block progress 
on mutual withdrawals. This would allow us, were the DRV to agree, to begin 
early phase-down of our involvement in Vietnam. On the other hand, agreeing 
to withdrawals without a political framework runs certain risks: Saigon would 
object to mutual withdrawals (and probably even our discussing the issue 
bilaterally with KVW) in the absence of at least the outlines of an overall 
settlement. We would be removing our presence and leaving the C-VW to 
handle the political-military problems on her own. .Our confidence in 
future KVW behavior would depend largely on the modalities and enforcement 
machinery -worked out with Hanoi. 

c. Mutual withdrawals proceed as the outlines of a political 
settlement become clear . We would neither insist that a political settle¬ 
ment be nailed down before beginning withdrawals nor allow withdrawals to 
proceed very far without progress on political problems. We -would attempt 






to work cun as rapidly as possible an agreed mutual withdrawal package with 
Hanoi, making its full implementation contingent upon the security situation 
in SVN and on progress toward an overall political settlement which would 
preserve and respect C-VH sovereignty, eliminate external support to indigenous 
insurgent and criminal elements in SVH, and provide the basis for a substantia 
reduction from the current level of terrorism in SVU. We would retain 
leverage with cur troop presence for use with Hanoi on such other important 
issues as release of prisoners of war, restoration of the DMZ, and verifica¬ 
tion of all HVA withdrawals from SYS, Laos, and Cambodia into'NVN. 

Recommendations ISA - Option b 

Joint Staff - Option c 

3. Relationship of Withdrawals to Laos and Cambodia 

Issue 

Should the US insist upon the withdrawal of HVTT forces from Laos 
and Cambodia as well as from SVW? 

US Options 

a. Do not link withdrawal of WN forces from S \nx to withdrawals 

from Laos or Cambodia . This option would be most acceptable to Hanoi and would 

thus facilitate a settlement with her. Adoption of this position, however, 

would refute the stated US commitment to gain NVU compliance with the 1962 

Geneva Accords on Laos. The presence of greatly increased numbers of KVA 

troops in Laos, coupled with the withdrawal of US forces from SVU, could 

cause a ‘crisis in the shaky Laotian government. KVH might seize the opportunity 

to cverrrun Laos, although it probably already has the capability to do so 

with its present level of troops. 3oth Thailand and SVH would feel threatened 
and would seek US assurances which we might be reluctant to give under the 

circumstances. The issue of ISV3T troops in Cambodia is much less important 

because there is little we can do without Sihanouk’s assistance, HVK designs 

seem less ambitious, and the country is less important to us. 
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b. Insist that North Vietnamese forces in Laos do not increase 
over present nu.~r.bers . As has been indicated, the KVA. forces currently in 
Laos probably have the capability of intensifying the war and taking over 
dost of the countryside. Increased forces would not therefore introduce an 
entirely new elenient. Thus this option night be acceptable to Hanoi. However, 
it would be meaningless to the Uniced States, to South Vietnam and to Lacs, 
since it would confirm the status cue in Laos and leave ohe enemy an che same 
or a better cosition than he now occuoies. 


c. Insist that Horth Vietnamese forces in Laos be reduced to 
pra-1964 levels . A.s a minimum, Horth Vietnam, after a settlement in South 
Vietnam, will wish to consolidate its control over the area it now holds an 
Lacs and solidify the trappings of an independent Pathet-Lao. Maintenance 
of KVK/?L control of northern Laos and areas contiguous to Horth Vietnam 
could be more important to Hanoi than maintenance within Laos of a large 
military force. These factors could operate to make this option acceptable 
to Hanoi. Such an option would have the effect of legitimatizing EVU/?L 
control of those areas of Laos which they held in 1964; it is unlikely, 
however, in the absence of severe HVH m i l itary defeat in South Vretnam tnat 
there will be any meaningful way in which enemy forces can be removed from 
these areas short of intensive military action. Therefore this option would 
recognize the realities of the Laos situation, would reduce the Horth 
Vietnam threat to South Vietnam and Thailand, might give an adequate quid 
ore cuo for U.S. withdrawals from South Vietnam,and might be acceptable to 
the US allies. 
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<J- Insist upcr. the withdrawal of all MA forces from La os 

and Cambodia and strict compliance with the C-eneva Agreeme nts of 1$52. 

This position, is the constantly reiterated position of the United States 

concerning Laos. It nay be the only position which would satisfy SV3T 

and Thailand. It is not likely, however, that Hanoi would accept a 

solution at the negotiating table which we have not been able to achieve 

on the battlefield and have no prospects of achieving. Thus insistence ucon 

tnis cpo-ion by che United Soates would lend to slow down negotiations 

on withdrawals of US forces. Similarly, in the absence of Cambodian 

cooperation or even interest in NVA forces in Cambodia, it is highly 

unlikely that agreement could be reached, enforced or verified concerning 

"line PiM $Ti.o->\ o L wc wjuid 

^ rth Vietnam forces in Cambodia, g-t-migh-t^be-pos-si-ble-to-secure-thin— 

■ i. & A. 1 .V -0 u -1c P Lu.. C £•;%+■ <J\Ujuo ■ 

option-onl-y^y—paying-heav-ily_in_s.ome_area-relat-ing—to-the-polirtrca-l--* 
settlement—in-SVk"r? 


Recommendation : Option d 
Composition of Other Side's Withdrawals 

Issue 

What personnel do we insist that the other side withdraw in 
return for a US/FWMAF withdrawal? 

US Options 

a - HVH Regular Forces . These personnel would be easiest to 
identify and verify. Hanoi would probably accept this position, at least, 
ca facto , with little difficulty. Conversely this would be totally 
unacceptable to the C-VU. It would leave behind at least 20,000 HVU fillers, 
in addition to 17,000 regroupees and all southern insurgents. 

b. HVI'I Regular Forces Plus Hillers . These would still be 
relatively easy to identify and Hanoi might eventually accept this position. 


Vj 1—0 1 • 
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This would most likely still he unacceptable to the C-VN and leave behind 
regroupees and southern insurgents. 

c. NVN Beruler Pcrces, Tulers Pius P.egroupees. Tms v.GUud 
further help lessen future pressure on GVN. It would fulfill a stncn 
interpretation of the Manila Ccmnunicue' s phrase "military and subversive 
forces of North Vietnam" by removing southerners reintroduced from the 
North as military (now numbering ever 10,000) and political cadre (over 
6,000). Saigon might eventually agree. However, these regroupees wound 
be very difficult to identify, and we would have zo be prepared to live 
with some inevitable ambiguity on their remaining presence. We -would not 
look toward the withdrawal of southerners except the regroupees anc any 
others who choose to go North. 

d. NVN regular forces, fillers, regroupees plus all remaining 
insurgents in the South except Chieu Hoi volunteers . This has been the 
consistent C-VN demand. It is clearly unacceptable to the other side, 
unverifiable, contrary to all past US positions, and inconsistent with me 
rationale for US involvement in an externally-supported insurgency. 

Pecommendation : Option c 
5 . Inspection and Supervision of 'Withdrawals 

It is impossible now to forecast the best enforcement machinery. 

We can afford to be flexible on forms, which could be the present ICC 
strengthened, an expanded ICC or entirely new ICC - witn or witnout a joir.o 
commission of belligerents in the early phases. Multilateral assurances 
against re-entry of forces will generally be more impornano than miu/—Lateral 
monitoring of withdrawals. 


"Oiiu-hii -wears— 
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.issue 

To what extent do we link prepress on withdrawals to inspection 

Vo ^ "t■ < 

and 'suneiH-i-si-er./ procedures? 

w "■ *■ 

US Options 

a. Insist that effective enforcement procedures be worked 
out "before withdrawals be-rir. This would ~ive us much greater confidence 
that withdrawal agreements 1 
lay a solid foundation for 


cress xor nr.is cour 


oc. no 


cruly effective machinery. 


block movement not only on 


o. rress r.arc 


nrenarec no commence r.erron 



on the need for these procedures . We would make clear from the beginning the 

rZte-'u.: 

great importance of some type of inspection arid’Tsupe-r^r-i-si-ontmechanisms. We 

j in response to WA withdrawals 

would be prepared to start negotiated withdrawals/ settling for mutual 
recognition of the need for procedures without machinery in place. We 
would rely on unilateral surveillance to monitor 3SV5T moves at least in the 
early phases. We would continue to press these issues in the negotiations 
but would place more stress on procedures for preventing future violations 
rather than multi-lateral,accounting of.WVW pullouts. Hanoi might agree 
to this appraoch, while Saigon" would probably object, at least initially. 

c. Don't press for '^n-fo-i-cemen-ij procedures . This would recognize 
that inspection and supervision measures have never been workable proposi¬ 
tions in Southeast Asia. We would not spend negotiating efforts and time 
in trying to secure agreements 'on mechanisms that would probably not function 
effectively in any event. Hanoi would welcome this approach. Saigon and 
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US public opinion would nest likely be strongly opposed. Our wi lli ngness 
to in.plerr.ent negotiated withdrawals without serious efforts to arrange for 
multilateral verification night reflect an unbecoming eagerness to liquidate 
cur Vietnam involvement and raise cries of sell-out. we would have to rely 
entirely on unilateral surveillance, without outside help or sanction. 

Hanoi would be all the more tempted to reintroduce personnel in the future. 

Recommendation : Option b 
6. Response to Unilateral 1101 withdrawals 


issue 


How should we respond if North Vietnam, without discussing mutual 
withdrawal issues, makes additional unilateral withdrawals of its forces 
from the South’ 

US Options 

a. Treat as de facto response to our position and reciprocate 
with appropriate US withdrawals . This could accelerate mutual reductions 
and force the pace of cease-fire and political negotiations. We could make 
clear publicly and privately to Hanoi that, our pullback was contingent on 
continued NVJT withdrawals. However, we would not have pinned down Hanoi 
to any kind of mutual agreement, and it would be free to reverse course. 

We would have to rely on unilateral verification. NVN withdrawals would 
almost certainly be confined to regular units (and perhaps fillers) if we 
substantially completed withdrawals under these conditions. We would 
have little leverage on 3SVN presence in Laos and Cambodia. The C-VN would 
most probably object. 


^-7* rr.rx- — 
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PACKAGES 





The selection of the above options would form negotiating packages 
on the issue of withdrawals that would look as follows. 

ISA Package 

1. In interpreting the Manila Communique, we would: 

a. .Assume that the subsidence of the level of violence in 
South Vietnam is a descriptive condition that would exist by definition 
as and after WVW withdraws its forces and ceases infiltration. 

b. Begin withdrawal of U.S. troops in phase with WVW 
withdrawals and aim for the six month target. 

c. Leave behind a small MAAC- consisting of about 15CO 

personnel. 

2. We would be prepared to negotiate mutual withdrawals 
independently of political questions, recognizing that the Manila 
Communique conditions are self-triggering. 

3- We would insist that all WVA forces be withdrawn from Laos 
. and Cambodia. 

4. We would insist that Worth Vietnam withdraw regular forces, 
fillers and regroupees, but would be prepared to live with some 
inevitable ambiguity about the latter category. 

5. We would press hard for effective inspection and supervision 
machinery but would be prepared to begin withdrawals-with agreement 

in principle on the need for such machinery and reliance on unilateral 
verification, at least in the early phases. 

-CT-fiD-ny- sra-re _ 
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6. we would acknowledge the significance of de facto withdrawals 
by NV2C and be prepared to make selected unilateral withdrawals, bus we 
would refuse explicit reciprocity until Hanoi agrees to the principle 
action. 

7- we would siake every reasonable efforn no reacn agreement 
with the GVX on the above positions but would be prepared no move forwara 
privately winh US-BB.V bilaterals while keeping the GVW informed, 
oomn bnasz racxage 

This would be similar to the ISA approach except for the following 


three principal differences. 

1. We would begin US withdrawals only after NVTc has made certain 
withdrawals. 

2. We would maintain in SVW, in addition to a MAAG, nhat residual 
force of US combat and combat support units required to provide a 
balanced HVEAF capability to cope with the post-withdrawal threat. 

3. We would proceed with mutual withdrawals only as the 
outlines of a political settlement become clear. 
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